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Introduction

A sharp rise in the incidence of homelessness arfaimidies with children during the
1980s led to growing concerns about the educafitimeless children. Children often
changed schools when their families became homedébksr because they lacked
transportation to the school in which they had bemmlled (their “home” school) or
because they were no longer living in that schomdihment area. It was also difficult
for homeless children to enroll in a new schoolduse their parents lacked proof of
residency or other documentation (e.g., birth teaties, proof of guardianship,
immunization or other health records, and schomms).

In response, Congress created the Education foreldms Children and Youth
Program as part of the 1987 McKinney-Vento Homekessistance Act (henceforth
referred to as McKinney-Vento). This program wasigned to reduce instability and
remove barriers to enrollment. Under McKinney-\ertomeless children must have
equal access to the same free and appropriatecphication as their peers who are not
homeless. They must also be allowed to stay in theme” school to complete the
school year and be provided with the transportatiecessary to do so by Local
Educational Agencies (LEA).

Much progress has been made since 1987 when Mc¥ivieato became law.
For example, access to education has significamipyoved. Recent estimates suggest
that 87 percent of homeless children are now esdafi school compared with only 57
percent before the law’s enactment (U.S. DepartroeBducation, 2000, 2004).
Nevertheless, barriers to the education of homeletdren still exist.

Homeless children are not always immediately eadoih school, particularly if
they lack the required documentation (InstituteGbildren and Poverty, 2001; U.S.
Department of Education, 2000). Nor are they alwagvided with transportation to and
from their “home” school (Anderson, Janger, & Pamdt®95; U.S. Department of
Education, 2000). This might help explain why onf/percent of enrolled homeless
children attend school regularly (U.S. DepartmdriEaucation, 2000), and why one
study found that, in one year, 37 percent of NewkY@ity’s homeless children missed
more than two weeks of school, including 12 peregmd missed more than one month
(Institute for Children and Poverty, 2001).

Homeless children also continue to experience ratgs of school mobility.
According to recent estimates, 28 percent of hossetéildren go to three or more
schools over the course of a single year (U.S. Bejaat of Education, 2000). Similarly,
one study found that, within a single year, 42 petof New York City's homeless
children changed schools at least once, includéhgetcent who transferred two or more
times (Institute for Children and Poverty, 2008)ontributing to school mobility are
time-limited homeless shelters in which families caly stay 30, 90, or 120 days. If

! Originally, states were only required to allow dnén to stay in the same school district. Howesiage
a 1994 amendment, states have been required toclitdren to stay in their school of origin (Impiog
America's Schools Act of 1994 P.L. 103-382).



transportation to a child’s home school is not ped or if parents are encouraged to
enroll their children in the nearest school, acthilay change schools each time the
family moves to a different shelter.

School mobility is likely to have negative effects homeless children’s
achievement. Children who change schools makealessemic progress than their
peers, and each time they change schools, thefaftiker and farther behind (Kerbow,
1996). This is true even after family socioecormstatus and other demographic factors
associated with both academic achievement and botwality are taken into account
(Alexander, Entwisle, & Dauber, 1994; IngersollaBunan, & Eckerling, 1989; Kerbow,
1996).

Homeless children may also have trouble succeadiaghool because they are
living in situations that are not conducive to f@ag. They may not be able to find a
quiet place where they can study or do homewonkiqodarly if they are staying in a
crowded shelter, and they may have limited aceaeb®tdks or other educational
materials that promote literacy and the developroégkills important to school success.

Thus, it is not surprising that homeless childremdtto experience a variety of
academic problems. For example, they are moréy ltkescore below grade level on
standardized tests (Nunez, 1994; Rubin et al., 1984ce as likely to be retained, and
1.3 times as likely to be categorized as havingigpeducation needs (Institute for
Children and Poverty, 2003) than their peers wieosgably housetl. Some of their
academic problems can be explained by the facthiaieless children tend to be poor
and, like many poor children, attend underachiegclgpols. However, researchers still
find differences between homeless children and fresrs after controlling for
socioeconomic status and other demographic fag®rkin et al., 1996).

Addressing the educational needs of homeless ehilidrmore important than
ever. Recent estimates suggest that approxim@@8y00 families with 1.35 million
children experience homelessness each year (Nhdiizance to End Homelessness,
2007), and these numbers will increase becausdi¢amiith children comprise the
fastest-growing segment of the homeless populatitine United States. However, far
too little is known about these children or thelueational experiences to develop
effective policies and programs.

Thus, the present study was undertaken in ordeeg to close this knowledge
gap. We used administrative data from both the &jad”ublic Schools (CPS) and a
program that serves many of Chicago’s most vulrerabmeless families to examine
children’s educational experiences; we used quit@ata from interviews with key
informants to help place the findings from our ditative analyses in context. The
results have implications for how public schoold Aomeless shelters can work together
to improve homeless children’s educational outcomes

2|t is unclear whether some homeless children aregorized as having special education needs kecaus
they are in environments where it is difficult &atn rather than because they have learning diszshil



Before turning to the details of our research, wevjple some important
background information about Chicago’s sheltereystthe umbrella agency that
operates the program for Chicago’s homeless fasnidiad homeless children in the
city’s public schools.

Chicago’s Shelter System

A majority of homeless shelters in Chicago are &thty the Chicago Department of
Human Services. Different types of shelters selifferent populations, have different
length-of-stay restrictions, and provide differgpes of services. Table 1, which is
based on information provided by the Chicago Depant of Human Services, illustrates
this diversity.

To enter the shelter system, homeless families firastall Chicago’s
nonemergency help line (i.e., 311), which refeestlio one of six field offices
throughout the city. The primary field office ipen 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, and
most homeless families are directed there. A teaavailable to provide transportation.
The field office has an intake process that incduae initial assessment.

There is no standard progression through the systedireferrals are generally
dictated by bed availability. This means that fesiare typically referred without
regard to where the children are enrolled in schbliks is contrary to the lllinois
Homeless Education Act, which states that proxinatgchool of origin should be
considered when placing families.

Shelters tend to fill up around the holidays beeanfscold weather and increased
stress among families living doubled up. The ofipd®ppens as the weather becomes
warmer and families feel stifled by shelter rules.

Homeless shelters that serve families are quiterdez Some require families to
share a single room. Others assign each famiyhed is essentially its own apartment.
Although the former may be fine for families witbyng children, the latter may be more
appropriate for families with older children whoegemore privacy.

Helping parents achieve self-sufficiency is a mé&aus of shelter staff. Some
shelters require parents to be working or enraltea job training program. Other
shelters have no such requirement. However, pareay still be required to work or
participate in job training as a condition of TANFemporary Assistance for Needy
Families) receipt. Coordinating parents’ workmiriing with children’s school
schedules can be difficult, particularly if childrare being bused to and from their
school of origin. Indeed, TANF work and trainingjuegrements often seem to conflict
with requirements of McKinney-Vento and related it@uders.



Table 1. Types of Homeless Shelters in Chicago

Type

Population served

Length-of-stay restrictions

S\viProvided

Agreements with support service

Overnight shelters Single adults 12 hours .
providers
Emergency response Single adults No time limit Agreements with support service
shelters for single adults providers
Emeraency response Services provided by shelter
gency respe Familie$ No time limit staff or through agreements
shelters for families ! .
with other agencies
Services focused on achieving
permanent housing (i.e., housing
Interim housing Familiés 120 days, but some families stay| first approach)

longer

Case management and crisis
intervention
Referrals to community resources

Persons with severe mental illness, including

Programs work to engage homeless

Safe haven shelters individuals with dual diagnoses No time limit adults in services
Permanent housing with Single individuals and families needing short-term Rent subsidies and case
> ; . 2 years management are gradually phased
short-term supports assistance to regain self-sufficiency :
out and lease is assumed
. Persons with serious or persistent disabilities
Permanent supportive X . : - . .
housing including mental illness, substance disorders, and | Long-term Supportive services
HIV/AIDS
Transitional sheltePs Families and single aduits 120 days S;i(iecglsanagement and supportive
Second stage Single adults or familiés 1 year or 2 years with Case management and
waiver supportive services
o . Case management and
Domestic violence shelters Women and children Natlable supportive services
Shelters for Youth and young adults Not available Case management and

unaccompanied youth

supportive services

aFamin refers to mother and/or father and childedthough some “family” shelters will not accepybmlder than 12 years.

bBeing phased out as part of HUD’s move toward paenahousing and the city's 10-year plan to enddiessness by 2012.

“Includes transitional supportive housing.




As part of the Chicago Housing Authority’s 10-y&dan to End Homelessness by
2010, there has been a system-wide effort to aal6ippusing first” approach. This
approach aims to help individuals and families anaépisode of homelessness as quickly
as possible by placing them in permanent housidgiaking them to the services they
need to achieve self-sufficiency. One consequéasdieen the adoption of an interim
housing model that emphasizes needs assessmeniraegcquisition (i.e., public
benefits, employment), and permanent housing plaoenservice plans focus on
addressing parents’ physical, mental, and behavwaath needs as well as increasing
their job readiness. Some interim housing shejpeovide these services on site,
whereas others primarily make referrals to comnyamgfencies.

Inner Voice

One of the largest providers of services for thendless in Chicago is Inner Voice, a
nonprofit agency with programs in 28 locations tlglout the city. Inner Voice provides
emergency shelter, employment assistance, suppm@éwices, and permanent housing
to more than 18,000 homeless persons every yealsdtsupervises operations at all of
the 19 neighborhood-based centers that comprisea@bis Emergency Shelter Response
Network (7 for families, 8 for adult men, and 4 &dult women). These centers, operated
by churches, nonprofit organizations, and socialise agencies, have a total of 320 beds
for homeless families with children and 575 bedssfogle men and womeh.

Of particular relevance to the present study isagmstance Inner Voice provides
to homeless families. Its Family Regeneration SupgoServices Project (henceforth
referred to as the Family Regeneration progranpshetronically and episodically
homeless families become stably housed. The fasrskerved by the program are
typically staying in one of the many interim hougshelters—although not necessarily a
shelter operated by Inner Voice. After a cliniaasessment, each family receives an
individualized service plan, including intensiveseamanagement, supportive services,
and referrals to transitional, second-stage, ompaent housing.

Homeless Children in the Chicago Public Schools

With an enroliment of more than 400,000 studen&bi schools, the Chicago Public
Schools (CPS) is the third largest public schostay in the United States (Chicago
Public Schools, 2008). More than 10,000 studemsdantified as homeless by CPS each
year (Chicago Coalition for the Homeless, 2008)his includes students staying in
homeless shelters as well as students whose famtieliving with other families. In

3additional beds for single men and women are addegtcommodate increased demand during the winter
season.

* The unduplicated count for the 2005-2006 schoal yeas 10,515. The Homeless Education Office was
not confident in its numbers for the 2006-2007 stlyear, because some schools were still usinglthe
Legacy student information system (SI) while othead already switched to the new system (IMPACT).



fact, homeless students are far more likely tawbed doubled up with another family
than staying in a sheltér.

Changes in the database and data collection meB8shas used to track
homeless students make it difficult to look at trewver time. Moreover, although the
number of students identified as homeless hasaserksignificantly since 2000, when
approximately 3,500 homeless students were idedtift is unclear whether the increase
reflects real growth in the number of homelessesttslor improvements in efforts by
CPS to identify them.

Since 1999, the district’s Homeless Education Rroghas been responsible for
ensuringchat homeless children in the Chicago Public Schbaleaccess to the same
educational opportunities as students who are oieless, as required under both
McKinny-Vento and the lllinois Education for HomsteChildren Acf.

The treatment of homeless children in the Chicagjali® Schools first received
significant attention in the late 1980s when consavere raised about what were, in
essence, two segregated schools. One was a sgdfhoed classroom inside a large high
school on the city’s north side to which all studeidentified as homeless were sent.
The other was an on-site classroom in one of tiy¢ésdargest family shelters in which all
of the shelter’s school-age children were requiceenroll—and then required to leave
when families had exhausted their 30-day sfaydl of the children were taught by a
single teacher from one of the neighborhood schaoid no special education or other
support services were provided.

A class action lawsuiSalazar v. Edwardsyas eventually filed in June 1992 by
the Chicago Coalition for the Homeless Law Pro{€€HLP) on behalf of homeless
children in the Chicago Public Schools. It allegieak the district had consistently failed
to comply with McKinney-Vento requirementé&ccording to CCHLP, school-age
children could be found in homeless shelters duttiegschool day because CPS had
refused to enroll them in violation of federal law.

Although CPS never admitted to violating the laveetlement was reached in
November 1996. As part of that settlement, CP8exjto remove perceived barriers to
education of homeless children and to close theege¢ed schools. The CCHLP took
CPS back to court in 1999 after three years ofjatlenoncompliance with ttgalazar
settlement. The court entered an order demandihgdmpliance and requiring the
district to take a number of specific measureduaoiog (1) a massive information
campaign about the rights of the homeless; (2)itrgifor school personnel about the

° Eighty-two percent of the nearly 9,000 students wiece homeless at the end of the 2005-2006 school
year were living doubled um & 7,365) compared with only 12 percent who weagisg in sheltersn=
1,573).

® The state legislature passed the lllinois Educétiotdomeless Children Act in 1994 after a suburban
district attempted to exclude homeless students.

" The three public schools in the community wherestieter was located routinely turned away homeless

families and directed them to thshelter school”



requirements of and compliance with state and &ddaw; (3) the designation of school
liaisons who would identify, assist, and enroll red@ss children; (4) the provision of bus
passes so homeless children could attend theiot&hborigin; and (5) informing
parents about the dispute resolution process. b8esquent settlement, reached in 2000,
required CPS to designate a Homeless Liaison ih pablic school and contained a
number of specific provisions regarding transpartaaind schools of origin.

The CCHLP filed another court motion in 2004 altegthat CPS was once again
violating Salazar At issue was the district’s Renaissance 2010, pitarch called for the
closure of between 60 and 90 Chicago public schoglihough these schools would
eventually be replaced with 100 new schools, theakcclosings threatened to displace
thousands of homeless students from their schdasgin. However, rather than trying
to prevent the closures, the CCHLP sought tramsgervices and opportunities for the
displaced homeless children to enroll in bettefgrening schools. In the end, CPS
provided both and indicated that these same oppitietsl and transition services would
be offered to any homeless children displaced byréuschool closures. Moreover,
because it appeared that the closure decisionbdetdmade without considering their
impact on the homeless students in those schbel<€HLP also wanted more
coordination between CPS administration and the ¢éless Education Program when
school closing decisions are made.

Methodology

The research on which this report is based invodveax of qualitative and quantitative
methods. Both of these components are descrided be

Qualitative Interviews with Advocates and Service Rviders

The qualitative component of this project involiegperson interviews with key
informants who were familiar with the problems faghomeless children and their
families in the city of Chicago. An introductoryngail about the study was sent to nine
potential interviewees. This e-mail was followedabtelephone call approximately three
days later. If the individual was willing to paipate in the study, an interview was
scheduled. In some cases, we were referred to@nopénson at the same agency.

Altogether, a total of six interviews were compteteéhree with staff from
homeless shelters that serve families with childag one each with representatives
from the Chicago Public Schools Homeless Educ&imgram, the Chicago Coalition
for the Homeless, and the Chicago Department of&fu8ervices.

Interview guides were developed for each intervieweflect each key
informant’s area (or areas) of expertise. Althotlghspecific questions asked varied
across interviews, the underlying focus was alwayghe education of homeless children
in the Chicago Public Schools. The interviews,cliHasted approximately one hour
each, were conducted at the key informant’s pldeeook.



Quantitative Analysis of Administrative Data

The quantitative component of this project invohalyzing administrative data from
two sources: Inner Voice and the Chicago Publlwo8ts. Inner Voice created two data
files. The first contained identifying informatigine., name, gender, and birthdate) for
all of the children whose families entered its HgrRiegeneration Program between
November 2002 and August 2006. The second datadiieained identifying information
(i.e., name, gender, birthdate, and race/ethnitiy)he parent or parents of those
children, as well as program entry and exit dates.

Probabilistic record matching was used to idergdyicational records for the
Inner Voice children itChapin Hall's Chicago Public Schools Student databarhis
database contains information about individual stiisl, including dates of enrollment,
schools enrolled in, grade in school, special etlucalassifications, standardized test
scores (for children in grades 3 through 8), cogrseles (for high school students), and
attendance (for high school students).

Results of Qualitative Interviews

The primary purpose of the qualitative interviewaswo provide a context for
understanding the quantitative results. Belowssimmary of what we learned about the
various topics addressed.

School Enrollment

Although McKinney-Vento gives homeless children tigdt to remain in their school of
origin, shelters have not always encouraged paterktsep their children in that school.
On the contrary, parents were sometimes urgedrtdl ¢neir children in the

neighborhood school with which the shelter hadlaticsmship. Enrolling children in the
school closest to the shelter obviated the neettdasportation and minimized problems
with residency requirements (because the sheltetdygrovide proof of address). More
recently, shelters have been encouraging parekesgio children in their school of

origin, and most parents choose to do just thRarents often feel that their children have
already experienced enough disruption and hopednteally move back to the
neighborhood in which they last lived.

There was some variation in the role that the shelayed in school enroliment
among the three shelters whose staff we interviev&tdff at one shelter indicated that
they usually inform the principal and the homelgsson at the school of origin that the

8 probabilistic record matching is a technique fdcwlating the likelihood that records from two @ifént
databases belong to the same person by matchingraspieces of identifying information from each
database as possible (Newcombe, 1993; Roos & WA, Roos et al., 1992). Usually, one can be more
confident that two records belong to the same iddal if there are more rather than fewer matching
pieces of identifying information. To link acro$getinner Voice and CPS data, we used first anchiasee,
date of birth, sex, and race.

° Based on requests for transportation, CPS estinttaéé about two-thirds of homeless elementaryesttsd
attend their school of origin



children are staying in their shelter so that tpamtation can be arranged by the school.
By contrast, staff at another shelter reportedtiey tend not to get involved in school
enrollment unless there is a problem: for exampltehildren are trying to return to their
school of origin after a long absence. In thatec#sey will call the Homeless Education
Hotline (in the Homeless Education Office). Hotliwerkers can often resolve the
problem by conferring with school staff.

A minority of parents do enroll their children imet neighborhood school during
their shelter stay. This can increase childrentseas to community resources and
prevent the additional stress that is created whéddren need to be bused or take public
transportation. Shelter staff may contact the HesseEducation Office if parents are
asked for proof of residency or other documentatég.. birth certificates, immunization
records) that McKinney-Vento prohibits schools freequiring. Alternatively, they may
provide a letter as proof of residency to expeeitmllment. When the neighborhood
school is already at capacity, children are retetoeanother that is supposed to accept
any overflow*°

Transportation to School of Origin

Most children (and their parents) are given CT Afaards by their school of origin, and
parents are required to accompany their childreputntic transportation until they are 13
years old. This can be particularly difficult fornents who are workint. If parents are
unable to accompany their children on public transgtion—for example, if parents are
working, if their children are enrolled in diffeteschools, or if they have a disability—
their children can be bused. In that case, pagetsequired to wait with their children
at a designated location, often the neighborhobddacfor the bus to pick them dp.
However, parents do not have to be present whendhiédren are dropped off at the end
of the day, which means that children as young ysas old may be walking back to the
shelter without adult supervision. Although thiscadled “hardship” transportation can
help reduce absenteeism and tardiness, it is coStiglter staff will call the Homeless
Education Office if families experience transpdaatproblems, for example, if schools
run out of fare cards or front-office staff refuseprovide them.

Information about the Educational Rights of Homeles Children

The informants we interviewed generally agreed sichbol staff today are much more
knowledgeable about the educational rights of hestethildren than they were in the
past. Principals, school clerks, and Homelessshias receive mandatory training and
are supposed to train teachers and other stafferieeless, informants noted that some
school staff are still not familiar with homeledsldren’s educational rights and do not
know who their Homeless Liaison is.

10 Some CPS literature contains enrollment informatian, that proof of immunizations is always
required) that can be misleading regarding homeletdren.

1 CTA fare cards are available to students ande@#rents of students in grades K through 6.

12 Door-to-door service is sometimes provided to Epeciucation students.



Schools are required to provide parents with inftion about the educational
rights of homeless children, including their rigbtfree legal counsel in the event of a
dispute. This information is supposed to be inctlisethe emergency handbook, and
schools are supposed to display posters about besmess. However, our informants
expressed concern that some parents are not aidarachildren’s educational rights
or do not know how to advocate for their childrertisat their needs are addressed.

Sometimes parents learn about their children’stsiflom Homeless Education
Office field liaisons who do outreach at homeldssiters. Although these liaisons also
conduct school audits to ensure compliance with bwe law and th&alazardecree,
there are only 3 liaisons and each is responsislagproximately 200 schools.

Identifying Homeless Students

Sometimes parents inform school staff that theyhareeless, in which case they are
supposed to be taken to a private place where ¢hédren’s educational rights can be
discussed confidentially. However, we were toft tinis need for confidentiality is not
always respected. Homeless children are alsoife®hbased on the living situation that
parents list on the Emergency Contact form.

Although there is some variation across schoolss 8Rjenerally perceived as
doing a fairly good job at identifying homelessldtén!® The Homeless Education
Office estimates that it is probably aware of miwan half the children who qualify as
homeless under McKinney-Vento, with children lividgubled up being the most likely
to be overlooked.

School Climate

Schools in neighborhoods where shelters for horadéanilies are located respond to
homeless children in different ways. Some havealgelationship with the shelter and
try to make homeless students feel welcome. Otrergess welcoming.

Homeless children, especially those who attendhtichood schools, may face
taunting when other children find out they are htes® Children who attend their
school of origin may be identified as homeless bsedhey ride the “homeless” bus.
Homeless children may also feel different fromttipgiers because of the things they do
not have (e.g., gym shoes, uniforms, school supyite

The lllinois School Code requires districts to weaall standard fees for children
whose parents cannot afford to pay, including hesgethildren. These can include
annual fees for textbooks or instructional materad well as fees for field trips,
extracurricular activities, and other events (egcaduation). However, those fees are not
always waived in practice. Although standard s¢kapplies (e.g., notebooks and

13 Identifying homeless children may be more of aneds suburban districts where there is less
familiarity with the law.
14 Schools are supposed to provide homeless childittnuwiforms, but parents must make a request.



pencils) do not qualify for the fee waiver, sombaals have resources to assist families
with the cost of these items.

Relationship between Shelters and Schools

The Chicago Department of Human Services hostsariback to school’” workshops at
the shelters. These workshops are an opportumt@RS to educate shelter staff about
the rights of homeless children under McKinney-\eand to inform them about the
services for homeless children that CPS provides.gasses and school supplies are also
distributed.

Despite the fact that these workshops take plaeeyexear, one of the shelter
staff with whom we spoke could not recall receivary information from CPS other
than a pamphlet from the Homeless Education Offitéact, there was a sense among
the shelter staff that CPS needed to “reach outemd hey also expressed frustration
that communication between shelters and schoateteto be one-way. For example,
schools will sometimes contact shelter staff td fout why children have been absent for
several days, but shelter staff are typically nfdrimed about, and thus cannot do
anything to help address, behavior problems. Astrae time, shelter staff
acknowledged that schools may be more responsitreeto than to the homeless
children’s parents.

Other informants noted that shelters had genenaltyshown much initiative in
terms of working with CPS. However, accordingttelter staff, their efforts to help
parents resolve school-related problems are freyuebuffed. For example, parents
often refuse offers by shelter staff to be presdmn they meet with school
administrators.

Most shelters do not formally monitor grades oeratiance, although some do
recognize children who are doing well in schoohngtizes and praise. Staff may also
make sure older children whose parents have gowerto are out of bed and ready for
school.

After-School Programs

The Homeless Education Office has set up tutornogqams run by VISTA volunteers
that offer homework help as well as recreationéiVdies. However, these programs
have only been set up in a handful of shelterd)aps because shelters do not have staff
they can commit.

In fact, despite what seemed to be a consensus #igoneed for organized
activities, most shelters do not have programgliddren after school. One exception
was a shelter whose staff we interviewed that epgpdoyouth coordinator to run an
afterschool program for children ages 7 to 14. din&lren do their homework, visit the
library, and attend cultural events. Some of tpaitents volunteer.



Homeless children may participate in tutoring pesgs recommended by the
school or in programs run by the local Boys andsGub. However, shelter staff do
not necessarily encourage parents to enroll tindéidren in organized activities, so many
homeless children spend their afterschool houtiseglibrary, in their rooms, or hanging
out in front of the TV.

Homeless Teens in Family Sheltet3

Some shelters require teens to attend high schidm enrolled in a GED program. Most
teens continue to attend their school of origindose their friends are there and they
know the neighborhood. Older children who attdrrieighborhood high school often
try to hide the fact that they are living in a hdess shelter. This can be particularly
tricky if the shelter provides opportunities focéd high school students to do their
community service.

Teens may be referred to After School Mattersttey are not given priority and
cannot participate if the program is already flidens are not allowed to hang out in
front of the shelter. Some spend their afterschooks in their rooms; others do not
return until evening.

Early Education for Young Children in Homeless Shekrs

Addressing the early education needs of young @mldeems to be a priority for
homeless advocates. Enrolling homeless childrétesd Start can be challenging.
Programs are sometimes full, and there are papkmequirements. However, the
Families and Children in Shelters Initiative isewnprogram operated by the Salvation
Army and Family Rescue that connects shelters atty Head Start and Head Start
programs.

Although homeless children can be immediately dedah CPS preschool
programs, their parents may be unintentionallyalisaged from doing so by literature
about pre-school enrollment that emphasizes the feelocumentation and posters that
state an enroliment deadline.

Enrolling young children in early education progeaseven more of a challenge
for homeless parents who are working, searchingvfok, or in job training, because
many programs are only half-day.

Mental Health Service Needs of Homeless Children
Although some homeless children are quite resjlietiters become angry, aggressive,

ashamed, or depressed living in a shelter. Oldiggiren and boys seem to be especially
vulnerable. Homeless children can also be affeloyeithe traumas or other problems that

15 Our focus was on shelters that serve homelesdiéammiather than unaccompanied homeless youth,
whose situation is quite different.



contributed to their homelessness. This may be fested in school-related problems
including skipping class, absenteeism, and loweaament.

Homeless children may be identified as needing aléwalth services,
particularly if they are acting out. The mental lieaervice needs of children who
exhibit internalizing behaviors are often overlodkmless specifically mentioned by a
parent. Counselors from Beacon Therapeutic comeatoy of the shelters, but older
children, in particular, can be difficult to engageservices.



Results of Quantitative Analysis of AdministrativeData

Characteristics of Homeless Families and Children

Altogether, 444 families with a total of 1,325 chén entered the Family Regeneration
program during the period from November 2002 thioAggust 2006. Table 1 shows
the number of families and children entering eagdryas well as the ages of the children
at program entry. Nearly three-quarters of théslellen were under age 12. Itis
possible that the older children in some of theseilies were living somewhere else,
perhaps as unaccompanied homeless y§uth.

Table 2. Age of Children at Entry into the FamilyRegeneration Program
by Year of First Entry ?

Year of first entry
2002 | 2003 2004 | 200%| 2006° Total

No. of families 60 148 142 14 80 444

No. of children 203 458 422 39 203 1,325
Age of children at entry No. %
0to 2° 13.8 18.9 15.0 13.9 20.9 224 17.2
3to5 21.7 19.1 19.1 2.8 21.4 255 194
6to 8 21.7 18.2 18.6 16.7 18.9 249 18}7
9to 11 17.7 18.9 21.0 19.4 12.9 243 184
12 to 14 14.3 15.8 14.3 33.3 15.9 20b 156
15to 17 10.8 9.2 12.1 13.9 10.0 140 10,6
Missing® 0 2 2 3 2 9 9

2Thirteen families entered the Family Regeneratimymm more than once during the observation
Eeriod. Only their first entry is represented here

The first families for which we have data enteredovember 2002.
Inner Voice lost funding for the Family Regeneratogram in 2005. A small number of families were

served using other agency funds. However, the eumitfamilies entering the program was only a
fraction of what it had been the year before.

4The last families for which we have data enteredgust 2006.

®These data do not include eleven children who Wera after their families had entered the Family
Regeneration program but before they had exited.
"Birthdates were missing for six of the children.

The overwhelming majority of these families weradhed by a parent who was
both female and African American. Approximatelyflod these families had one or two
children at program entry and another third hadelar four. Forty-two percent had at
least one child younger than age 3, and 61 pehaeht child younger than age 6.

'8 As noted above, some homeless shelters do nqitatedes older than age 12.



Table 3. Characteristics of the Inner Voice Famikes(N = 444)

No. %
Race/ethnicity of parent
African American 388 87.4
White 17 3.8
Hispanic 21 4.7
Biracial/multiracial 8 1.8
Other 10 2.3
Parent gender
Male 19 4.3
Female 425 95.7
Number of children at entfy
One 103 23.2
Two 114 25.7
Three 88 19.9
Four 62 14.0
Five 32 7.2
Six or more 45 10.0
Age of youngest child at entfy
Oto 2 183 41.9
3to5 89 20.4
6to 8 64 14.7
9to 11 51 11.7
12 to 14 33 7.6
15to 17 17 3.9
Missing 7

2This does not include the eleven children bornr dfilies had entered the Family Regeneration
program.

Although the data file that contained identifyimjarmation for each child did
not include race/ethnicity, most of the childrerrgvprobably African American, given
their parent’s race/ethnicity, and more than hafevmale"’

Y The Homeless Education Program has also foundttbatast majority of homeless students in the
Chicago Public Schools are African American. passible that Hispanic families are less williog t
identify themselves as homeless.




Table 4. Characteristics of the Inner Voice Childen (N = 1,325)

No. %

Race/ethnicity of child’s parent

African American 1,177 88.8

White 40 3.0

Hispanic 58 4.4

Biracial/multiracial 23 1.7

Other 27 2.0
Child’s gender

Male 693 52.3

Female 632 a7.7

Because this program targets chronically or epesdigi homeless families, we

cannot assume that the date on which a particatailyf entered the program is the date

on which the family’s homeless spell began. Oncthwatrary, it is quite possible that

these families had been homeless for some timedefuaering the program, particularly

if the more inclusive McKinney-Vento definition bbmelessness is us&d.

With this understanding, we calculated their lengftbtay in the program. Table
5 shows the number of weeks these children andfdmilies were in the program as of
August 31, 2006, the last date for which data vesedlable’® Approximately one- third
were in the program for less than 20 weeks, butattigest group was in the program for

50 weeks or more.

Table 5. Number of Weeks in the Family RegeneratioRrogram

as of August 31, 2006, for All Families and Childne

Families = 444) | Childrenll = 1,325)
Number of weeks No. % No. %
Less than 10 77 17.4 216 16.3
10 to19 73 16.5 196 14.8
20to 29 37 8.4 117 8.9
30to 39 45 10.2 121 9.2
40 to 49 32 7.2 109 8.3
50 or more 178 40.3 563 42.6
Missing 2 3
Mean number of weeks 62.4 65.8
Median number of weeks 34.6 40.3

18 As already noted, the McKinney-Vento definitiorlindes living doubled up.

19 Families and children still in the program as oigdist 31, 2006, were treated as censored caséshas o

date. Children born after families entered theyprm are not included in these data.




A very different picture emerges when the 681 e¢kibdwhose families had exited
the program by August 31, 2006 (i.e., the “leavgrate compared with the 644 children
whose families had not (i.e., the “stayers”). Niehalf of leavers had been in the
program for less than 20 weeks, whereas the vgsrityeof stayers had been in the
program for at least one year.

Table 6. Number of Weeks in the Family RegeneratioRrogram
as of August 31, 2006, by Program Status
Leavers (N = 681) Stayers (N = 644)

Families Children Families Children
Number of weeks No % No. % No. % No. %
Less than 10 44 20.2 13D 19.8 32 144 35 13.1
10to 19 58| 26.6 165 24.5 15 6.7 31 4.8
20 to 29 30| 13.§ 101 15.0 1 3.1 16 2.5
30to 39 32| 1477 90 13.4 18 5.8 31 4.8
40 to 49 32| 14.7 109 16.2 0 0.0 Q 0|0
50 or more 22/ 10.1 78 11.6 1%6 70,0 485 74.9
Missing 2 3 0 0
Mean number of weeks 28.9 29.7 97.4 104.1
Median number of weeks 21.0 23.3 104.1 1094

Chicago Public Schools Enrollment

Probabilistic matching yielded CPS records for 2,027 percent)of the 1,325 children
whose families were in the program. These childegmesented 90 percent of the 444
program families. However, of the 1,022 childrenWwhom we found records, 70, or just
over 5 percent, had only been enrolled in Head Stastate pre-K. Excluding these 70
children, 86 percent of the families had at leas child who was ever enrolled in CPS.

Table 7. Results of Probabilistic Record Matching
Children Families
No. % No. %
Any CPS record 1,022| 77.1| 398| 89.6
At least one record for kindergarten through gri2le| 952 | 71.8| 382 86.0.

Of the 952 children for whom we had at least oraelgrK through 12 record,
almost 70 percent were continuously enrolled in ®Bfére and after program entry.
Another 13 percent were first enrolled in CPS whileir families were in the program.



Table 8. Children’s CPS Status at Family’s Entry ino Program (N = 952)

No. %
Continuously enrolled before and after programyéntr 659 | 69.2
Enrolled before and after program entry but witpggan enrollment 23 2.4
First enrolled while in the program 123 129
First enrolled after exiting the program 82 8.6
Last enrolled before program entry 6b 6.8
®Includes children enrolled during the spring befane the fall after entering.

Just over 85 percent of the 659 continuously eedathildren were in grades K
thr(ZJOugh 8 at program entry compared with only 1&@et who were in grades 9 through
12;

Table 9. Grade at Program Entry* (N = 659)

Grade No. %
Kindergarten 47 7.1
1-4 276 41.9
5-8 232 35.2
9-12 104 15.8
#Grade in September after program entry for childvbose families entered during the summer.

Nearly half of the 65 children who were no longeradled at program entry had
transferred to a public school in another diswicto a nonpublic school. An additional
40 percent had either officially dropped ot years old) or simply disappeared (< 16
years oldy*

Table 10. Reasons for Exiting CPS prior to Entry imo Program (N = 65)

No. %
Graduated 1 1.6
Dropped out 9 14.3
Transferred 31 49.2
Unable to locate studént 16 25.4
Institutionalized 1 1.6
Other 5 7.9
Missing 2 3.2
#Must be at least 16 years old
®Not yet 16 years old

Not surprisingly, the vast majority of children wa®enroliment did not begin
until after program entry were in kindergarten wiiegy first enrolled. Most of the
others were in grades 1 through 4.

% As noted above, some homeless shelters do nqitatedes older than age 12.
1 Some of those under age 16 who could not be Ideatey also have dropped out.



Table 11. Grade at First Enroliment If First Enroll ed after Program Entry
First enrolled while in program First enrolledeafexiting
Grade No. % No. %
Kindergarten 95 77.2 66 80.5
1-4 18 14.6 14 17.1
5-8 7 5.7 1 1.2
9-12 3 2.4 1 1.2
Total 123 100.0 82 100.0

School Mobility

Because previous studies have found that childftem change schools when their
families become homeless, and that some homelddsechexperience multiple school
changes during the same year (Institute for Childned Poverty, 2003; U.S. Department
of Education, 2000), we looked at school mob#ityong the homeless children in our
study. We began by counting the number of timeselehildren changed schools
between their first enrollment and June 2007. Wiueled transitions from elementary
or middle school to high school and limited ourlgsia to children who were
continuously enrolled in CPS before and after pragentry.

Overall, these children had experienced a mean2o$chool changes. Only 11
percent had never changed schools compared witl than 25 percent who had
changed schools a minimum of five times. Of coussene of these children had been
enrolled in CPS for a much longer time than otlae thus were at risk of changing
schools for a longer period. Indeed, children \wwhd been enrolled since the 1990’s had
experienced an average of 3.7 to 5.3 school charayapared with an average of 0.6 to
2.8 school changes among children whose enrollimegén after 1999.



Table 12. Cumulative Number of School Changes a$ é&une 2007

by Year of First CPS Enroliment

Year first enrolled 0 1 2 3 4 5+ Mean N
1991 18.2| 0.0/ 182 9.1 1872 364 3491 11
1992 40| 16.00 0.00 120 8.0 600 5.32 25
1993 0.0| 21.7, 8.7/ 13.0 13/0 435 4.17 238
1994 9.5 71| 119 286 167 262 3.71 4p
1995 28| b5.6| 8.3 139 27,8 417 4.53 36
1996 6.4| 6.4| 17.0 149 10/6 44,7 4.13 ay
1997 45| 105 11.9 179 149 403 4.18 6|7
1998 8.8| 10.5 14.0 193 5383 421 3.93 517
1999 15| 134 149 209 105 388 381 6|7
2000 11.1) 16.77 16.7 250 13|9 16.7 2.83 72
2001 134 299 164 194 6.0 149 221 6|7
2002 10.3| 224 259 27p 103 35 2.16 58
2003 18.4| 38.§ 22% 12p 6.1 20 1.5 49
2004 44.4| 27.8 22.2 5.4 0.0 0 0.89 18
2005 50.0/ 45.0 5.0 0. 0.0 0.0 0.55 20
Total 70 117| 100| 122 72 178 3.22 659
Total % 10.6| 17.8 15.2 18p 10/9 27.0 100.0

Of more concern than the total number of schoohgha these children had
experienced was the frequency with which those ggamccurred during the school
year, when they are likely to be especially disugt Overall, 60 percent of these
children had changed schools at least once mid-gedrthese changes accounted for
more than one-third of all the changes that ocdurre



Table 13. Cumulative Number of Within-Year SchoolChanges as of June 2007
by Year of First CPS Enroliment

Year first enrolled Any % of total changes Mean N
1991 72.7 34.9 1.60 11
1992 64.0 30.1 1.36 25
1993 69.6 37.5 1.57 23
1994 59.5 32.1 1.19 42
1995 77.8 34.4 1.56 36
1996 72.3 37.6 1.55 a7
1997 65.7 37.5 1.57 67
1998 68.4 37.5 1.47 57
1999 61.2 32.5 1.24 67
2000 58.3 37.7 1.07 72
2001 49.3 32.4 0.72 67
2002 63.8 36.8 0.79 58
2003 51.0 34.2 0.53 49
2004 27.8 37.5 0.33 18
2005 10.0 18.2 0.10 20
Total 59.9 35.2 1.13 659

A closer look at the timing of these changes reéatd program entry revealed
that three-quarters of the children had changeddsiat least once before entering,
including one-third who had done so three timesore. In fact, by the time they
entered the program, the number of school chargse tchildren had experienced was,
on average, 2.2. Not surprisingly, the numbercbbs| changes children had
experienced was positively correlated with theadg at program entry. Children who
were in kindergarten had experienced a mean of@glgchool changes, whereas
children who were in grade 12 had experienced anro€&.8. However, there were
some exceptions to this trend. Most notably, tlekamwas lower among children who
were in grade 11 when their shelter stay begamah@ong children who were in grade
10.



Table 14. Cumulative Number of School Changes prido Entering Program by

Grade at Program Entry

Number of school changes as of June 2007

Grade at entry 0 1 2 3 4 5+ Mean N
Kindergarten 745 25.% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.26 4]
1 61.4| 35.1 1.8 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.44 57|
2 32.0| 41.3] 17.3 4.0 2.7 2.7 1.12 75
3 16.3| 23.8/ 25.0 17.5 10.( 7.5 2.06 80
4 156| 37.5 26.6 6.3 7.8 6.3 1.7y 64
5 18.2| 18.2| 22.7 9.1 9.1 22.7 2.58 66
6 10.8| 16.9] 24.6 12.3 10.§ 24.6 2.86 64
7 12.1] 12.1) 155 17.2 20.7 22.4 3.10 58
8 18.6| 11.6/ 20.9 20.9 4.7 23.3 2.8B 43
9 3.7 | 7.4 16.7 25.9 14.8 31.% 3.89 54
10 15.6| 9.4 9.4 12.5 12.5 40.6 4.09 32
11 21.4| 28.6/ 14.3 7.1 0.0 28.6 2.48 14
12 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 50.( 5.7% 4
Total 161 | 152 114 74 56 102 2.21 654
Total % 24.4| 23.1 17.3 11.2 8.5 15.6 100\,

)

0

Focusing specifically on those changes that hadroed during a school year, we
found that, before entering the program, almodtdfahese children had experienced at
least one school change. In fact, these changesiated for more than one-third of all
the changes that had already occurred.

Table 15. Cumulative Number of Within-Year SchoolChanges
prior to Entering Program by Grade at Program Entry

Grade at entry Any % of changes Mean N
Kindergarten 25.5 100.0 0.26 47
1 19.3 48.0 0.21 57
2 32.0 41.7 0.47 75
3 60.0 43.0 0.89 80
4 34.4 31.9 0.56 64
5 50.0 36.5 0.92 66
6 55.4 38.2 1.09 65
7 60.3 33.3 1.03 58
8 58.1 34.7 1.00 43
9 63.0 34.3 1.33 54
10 59.4 34.4 1.41 32
11 42.9 32.4 0.79 14
12 75.0 30.4 1.75 4
Total 46.7 36.9 0.81 658




These children continued to change schools fredquafter entering the program.
Nearly 60 percent experienced at least one schaoige post-entry, including 28 percent
who changed schools two times or more. Also, obildvho were in grades K through 4
at program entry were far more likely to changeosthafter entering the program than
children who were in grades 9 through 12. Thidbphdy reflects the fact that many high
school students do not attend their neighborhobdad@and thus may be less likely to
change schools because they are living in a diffgoiace.

Table 16. Number of School Changes after EnterinBrogram
by Grade at Program Entry

Number of school changes as of June 2007
Grade at entry 0 1 2 3 or mote Mean N
Kindergarten 27.7 44.7 17.0 10.6 1.15 47
1 33.3 28.1 17.5 21.1 1.26 57
2 22.7 34.7 22.7 20.0 1.47 75
3 23.8 31.3 22.5 22.5 1.55 80
4 26.6 40.6 17.2 15.6 1.27 64
5 50.0 24.2 10.6 15.2 0.94 66
6 43.1 27.7 21.5 7.7 0.94 65
7 46.6 27.6 19.0 6.9 0.90 58
8 58.1 32.6 4.7 4.7 0.56 43
9 68.5 29.6 1.9 0.0 0.33 54
10 78.1 18.8 3.1 0.0 0.25 32
11 85.7 7.1 7.1 0.0 0.21 14
12 75.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.25 4
Total 275 202 101 81 1.02 659
Total % 41.7 30.7 15.3 12.3 100.0

Nearly one-third of the school changes these aml@xperienced after entering
the program occurred during a school year.



Table 17. Number of Within-Year School Changes adtr Entry into Program

by Grade at Entry

Grade at entry Any % of changes Mean N
Kindergarten 34.0 29.6 0.34 47
1 38.6 36.1 0.46 57
2 34.7 30.9 0.45 75
3 35.0 31.5 0.49 80
4 35.9 32.1 0.41 64
5 22.7 29.0 0.27 66
6 21.5 29.5 0.28 65
7 24.1 30.8 0.28 58
8 14.0 33.3 0.19 43
9 5.6 16.7 0.06 54
10 18.8 75.0 0.19 32
11 7.1 33.3 0.07 14
12 0.0 0.0 0.00 4
Total 26.4 31.5 0.32 659

We concluded our examination of school mobilityllayking at enrollment in
what would have been the neighborhood (i.e., atteoel area) school for the children in
our study during their shelter stay. This requeetianual review of individual case files
to identify the shelter in which each family waayshg when they entered the program.
In most cases, this information was listed on theec page? We then used the Chicago
Public Schools’ Locator website to identify theeatlance area schools associated with
each shelter’s street addréss.

Our strategy has two potential problems. Firsteng school closures in some
neighborhoods, including neighborhoods where hossedéelters are located, have led to
changes in their attendance area schools. Howeeet,ocator website only shows the
attendance area schools currently associated vpgntecular address; it provides no
information about the attendance area schoolstigit have been associated with that
address in the past. Second, we did not know whaendies had been living prior to their
stay. Thus, we could not rule out the possibtligt their homeless shelter was located
in the same attendance area in which they werequ®ly living. Because we do not
know how much either of these problems might hassda our results, or even the
direction of that bias, the figures we presentabl& 15 should be interpreted with
caution.

We found that almost one-quarter of these childvere ever enrolled in the
shelter’s attendance area school, including 20gmenvhose enroliment overlapped with
their shelter stay. However, more than three-guaif the children for whom there was

22 \We were unable to determine the particular shigitathich 32 families and 68 children stayed, beeau
the case files for those families could not be teddy Inner Voice staff.
% The CPS Locator website can be found at httpdisithcator.cps.k12.il.us/



an overlap had been enrolled in that school paamtering the program. In other words,
staying in the shelter does not appear to havgdreg their enrollment in that school.

Because CPS students frequently choose a high lschtside their
neighborhood, we repeated our analysis, focusiotusively on children who were in
grades K through 8 when they entered the progréine results were essentially the
same. Eighty-one percent of the children who leeh enrolled in the shelter’s
attendance area school had been enrolled in thabkbefore program entry.

Table 18. Enrollment in Shelter Attendance Area Swools

Elementary
schools only
N No % N No. %

All schools

Ever enrolled in shelter’s attendance area

school 596 137 23.0 487 119 23.9
Ever enrolled in attendance area school prior

to entry (N = 137) 137 108 78.8 119 96 80.7
Ever enrolled in attendance area school after

entry N = 137) 137 83 60.6 119 68 57.1
Ever enrolled in attendance area school during

shelter stay 596 120 20.1 487 106 21.8

®Fifteen children had summer-only shelter stays.

Academic Performance of Elementary-School-Age Chilgn

We looked at several measures of academic perfagramong the children in our
study, beginning with grade retention. Overalledhird of these children had been held
back at least once before entering the programweier, that figure ranged from less
than 5 percent of 5- to 7-year-olds to approxinyaballf of 12- to 16-year-olds. The
somewhat lower percentage of 17-year-olds who keadleeen retained could reflect the
fact that we did not include children who had aliedropped out prior to entry. Also,
more than one-quarter of the ever-retained chilthahbeen held back more than once,
although this, too, varied considerably by age.



Table 19. Grade Retention Prior to Entering the Pogram
by Age at Program Entry
. Retained more than once
Ever retained : :
(if ever retained)
Age at entry in years N No. % No. %
5 22 0 0.0 — —
6 57 2 3.5 0 0.0
7 64 3 4.7 0 0.0
8 67 16 23.9 0 0.0
9 50 12 24.0 1 8.3
10 79 32 40.5 4 12.5
11 65 22 33.9 4 18.2
12 59 29 49.2 10 34.5
13 59 28 47.5 8 28.6
14 43 20 46.5 8 40.0
15 46 25 54.4 11 44.0
16 26 14 53.9 9 64.3
17 21 9 42.9 2 22.2
Total 658 212 32.2 57 26.9

Unfortunately, retention rates continued to beestable after children had
entered the program. Overall, nearly one-quarteewetained between program entry
and June 2007.

Table 20. Grade Retention After Entering the Progam by Age at Program Entry
Age at entry in years N No. %
5 20 4 20.0
6 52 14 26.9
7 61 18 29.5
8 64 20 31.3
9 46 11 23.9
10 75 8 10.7
11 58 9 15.5
12 54 12 22.2
13 54 14 25.9
14 41 8 19.5
15 44 19 43.2
16 20 6 30.0
17 18 7 38.9
Total 614 150 24.7

We also used standardized test scores as a medsat®ol performance.
Figure 1 shows the mean percentile scores of ther IMoice children on the lowa Test



of Basic Skills (ITBS) in reading and math duriig t1999-2000 to 2003-2004 school
years. The percentile score refers to the pergerdastudents nationwide who a
particular student scored as high as or higher. tharcentiles can range from 1 to 99,
and national average is 50. CPS used the ITBStsuore achievement at the individual
level among students in grades 3 through 8. Thenrpercentile score for reading
ranged from 20 percent to 26 percent. SimilaHg, tnean percentile score for math
ranged from 21 percent to 25 percent. In othedgoonly a minority of these children
scored at or above the national average in realimgath.

Figure 1. Mean Percentile Scores in Reading and Math on the ITBS
in Grades 3 through 8 by Year
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Figure 2 presents the same ITBS data broken dovgrdme rather than by year.
The mean percentile score for reading ranged fBmercent among third-graders to 32
percent among eighth-graders. Similarly, the ngcentile score for math ranged from
19 percent among eighth-graders to 28 percent afioamth-graders. In fact, despite
some variation by grade, the mean percentile sskasewell below the national average
(i.e., 50) for every grade.



Figure 2: Mean Percentile Scores in Reading and Math on the ITBS
by Grade for 1999-2000 through 2003-2004
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One factor Figure 2 fails to take into accountis timing of the ITBS relative to
children’s entry into the program. Some testsevagministered before children entered,
whereas others were not administered until aftewyernTherefore, we re-analyzed the
ITBS data to account for these differences in gtative timing of the te<t: Figure 3
shows mean ITBS reading percentile scores for 8892000 to 2003-2004 school
years. Each line represents an entry grade cdlertchildren who were in the same
grade when they entered the program. The horikarts shows the number of school
years between test administration and program entigre zero represents the year of
entry.

Figure 3 shows both upward and downward movemest towme for most of the
cohorts but no consistent trends. Although chiirenean scores generally ranged
between the 25and 48" percentile regardless of when they were tested6th-grade
entry cohort seemed to perform the best over fine.

24 Assessing the effects of homelessness on thedmsis of these children would require analysesgiha
beyond the scope of this report.

% The number of data points varies depending omytaée at entry, because the ITBS was usually
administered in grades 3 through 8.
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Figure 3: Mean ITBS Percentile Reading Scores by Timing and Grade at Entry

100.0

=& 3d 4th =t 5th

= B 6th 7th 0= gth

80.0

60.0

40.0

20.0

0.0 T T T T
-3 -2 -1 0 1
Years Before or After Year of Entry into Homeless Shelter

Figure 4 shows a similar pattern for mean ITBS npegfitentile scores.

Figure 4: Mean ITBS Percentile Math Scores by Timing and Grade at Entry
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The ITBS was discontinued as of the 2005-2006 doyear because it was not
consistent with state learning standards, andliiheis Standards Achievement Test
(ISAT) became the primary standardized measuréudesit achievement at the
individual level. Until the 2005-2006 school yeahen the tests were also administered
to students in grades 4, 6, and 7, the readingvattl ISAT’s were administered to
students in grades 3, 5, and 8.

We began our analysis of the ISAT data by lookinthe percentage of children
meeting or exceeding standards in reading and chathg the 2000-2001 through 2005-
2006 school years. The percentage meeting oedxwpreading standards rose a net 9
percentage points over the first five years and thether 13 percentage points in 2005-
2006, for a net gain of 22 percentage points. dregntage meeting or exceeding math
standards rose a net 9.5 percentage points be®@8$32001 and 2003-2004 and then,
after dipping 5 percentage points in 2004, rebodnd&005-2006 for a net 13.5-
percentage-point increase.

At least some of the gains observed between 2008-26d 2005-2006 may be
attributable to a number of changes in the testhandit was scored. First, the state
dramatically lowered the passing bar on the eigjitde math test. Second, although the
number of test questions was approximately the sammeificantly fewer contributed to
student scores. And third, students were giverertiare to complete the test than they
were given in the past.

Figure 5: Percentage Meeting or Exceeding Reading and Math ISAT Standards by Year
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Figures 6A-6C provide more detailed information @hchildren’s performance
on the reading ISAT. They show the percentagditdien who met or exceeded state
reading standards when they were in grades 3,058 arespectively. They also compare
the performance of these homeless children ongheimg ISAT to the performance of all
CPS students.

Two patterns can be observed in each of the tlgaeek. First, there was a net
increase in the percentage of homeless childrenmdtomr exceeded standards over
these six years despite some years in which treeptrge decreased. Second, although
the size of the gap varied both across grades adtine, the percentage of homeless
children meeting or exceeding standards was cemsigtiower than the percentage of
their peers. Also, the marked increase observé&igure 5 between 2004-2005 and
2005-2006 reflected a more general trend.

Figure 6A: Percentage Meeting or Exceeding Standards on 3rd
Grade Reading ISAT by Year: Inner Voice Compared with All CPS
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Figure 6B: Percentage Meeting or Exceeding Standards on 5th
Grade Reading ISAT by Year: Inner Voice Compared with All CPS
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Figure 6C: Percentage Meeting or Exceeding Standards on 8th
Grade Reading ISAT by Year: Inner Voice Compared with All CPS
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Figures 7A-7C reveal similar trends in the percgataf children meeting or
exceeding state standards on the math ISAT in gradg and 8, respectively Despite a
net increase in their performance over time, thigi@n in our study were consistently
out-performed by their CPS peers. And, once aglténmarked increase observed in
Figure 5 between 2004-2005 and 2005-2006 seenavmlieen part of a larger trend.

Figure 7A: Percentage Meeting or Exceeding Standards on 3rd
Grade Math ISAT by Year: Inner Voice Compared with All CPS
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Figure 7B: Percentage Meeting or Exceeding Standards on 5th
Grade Math ISAT by Year: Inner Voice Compared with All CPS
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Figure 7C: Percentage Meeting or Exceeding Standards on 8th
Grade Math ISAT by Year: Inner Voice Compared with All CPS
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We concluded our analysis by comparing the scarekilmren who took the
ISAT before the school year in which they entefrelgrogram with the scores of




children who took the ISAT during a school yeawinich they were in the program, and
with the scores of children who took the ISAT affex school year in which they
exited?® Figures 8 and 9 show the percentage of childieach of these three groups
who met or exceeded standards on the 3f4,@hd §- grade ISAT’s for reading and
math, respectively.

Although we found relatively little difference iredormance on the third-grade
reading ISAT across the three groups, children ware tested after the school year in
which they exited the program were more likely &wvdrscored at or above standards on
the fifth-grade reading ISAT than children in eitloé the other two groups. However, it
was on the eighth-grade reading ISAT where the mosteable differences were
observed. Children were most likely to have met>areeded standards when they were
tested after the school year in which they exitedgrogram and least likely to have met
or exceeded standards when they were tested lb®eehool year in which they
entered.

Figure 8: Percentage Meeting or Exceeding ISAT Reading Standards
by Grade and Year of Test Relative to Program Participation
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Differences in performance on the math ISAT wese albserved. Children who
were tested after the school year in which theteexihe program were the most likely to
have met or exceeded standards on the third-gratte ISAT, whereas children who
were tested before the school year in which thegred the program were the least likely
to have met or exceeded standards on the fifthegnaath ISAT. Finally, and consistent
with the eighth-grade ISAT reading results, chitdvého were tested before the school

% Because exact test dates were not available, sliedied children in the middle group as long as thasy
stayed in the shelter sometime during the schaal geen if they were not staying in the shelter miine
test was administered.



year in which they entered the program were th&t ldeely to have met or exceeded
standards, and children who were tested afterdhedd year in which they exited the
program were the most likely to have met or excdeslandards on the ISAT for eighth-
grade math.

Figure 9: Percentage Meeting or Exceeding ISAT Math Standards
by Grade and Year of Test Relative to Program Participation
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Need for Special Education Services

One factor that may have contributed to the acaclélifficulties experienced by many of
the children in our study was their need for sgesdaication services. Overall, 22
percent were identified as having special educatesds, but this ranged from 11
percent among children who were in kindergartgoragjram entry to 36 percent among
children who were in ninth grade. This variatioolpably reflects the time it can take for
special education needs to be recognized. Moreox#r the exception of children who
were in grades K through 3, most of these childrah already been identified as having
special education needs when their shelter stagrhdapfore entering the program.

Importantly, the homeless children in our studyewverore likely to have been
identified as needing special education servicas PS students generally. For
example, an earlier study by researchers at Chdglifound that the percentage of CPS
students receiving special education services @32@nged from 7 percent of first-
graders to 16 percent of eighth--graders (Smithegadll., 2004§/

" These percentages do not include children who wehad been in out-of-home care or children who
had been identified as neglected or abused byltheid Department of Children and Family Services.



Table 21. Need for Special Education Services byr&@le at Program Entry
Ever identified Identified before program entry
No. % No. %
Kindergarten 5 10.6 0 0.0
1 8 14.0 0 0.0
2 14 18.7 4 28.6
3 20 25.0 8 40.0
4 13 20.3 10 76.9
5 13 19.7 11 84.6
6 15 23.1 13 86.7
7 16 27.6 12 75.0
8 13 30.2 11 84.6
9 20 37.0 20 100.0
10 7 21.9 7 100.0
11 2 14.3 2 100.0
12 0 0.0 0 —
Total 146 22.2 98 67.1

Nearly 60 percent of the children identified asdieg special education services
were diagnosed with a learning disability or witheanotional/behavioral disorder.

Table 22. Special Education Diagnosesl(= 146)

Disability No. %
Othef 16 11.0
Educable mentally handicapped 23 15.8
Emotional/behavioral disorder 30 20.6
Speech/language disorder 21 14.1
Learning disabled 56 38.4

0ther includes autistic, developmentally delayddsically handicapped, and traumatic brain injury.

Early Childhood Education

Although we had initially planned to limit our agsis to grades K through 12, a number
of informants spoke about homeless children’s actegarly education during the
qualitative interviews. Thus, we used the CPS ttaexamine Head Start and/or state
pre-kindergarten enrollment among the children whtered the Family Regeneration
program before their sixth birthday. However, omhe-third of the city’s Head Start
programs are administered by the Chicago Publio&shthe other two-thirds are
administered by the Chicago Department of Childneth Youth Services (CDCYS).
Because enrollment in the CDCYS programs is notured in the CPS data, Head Start
enrollment among the children in our study is alhaastainly higher than our figures
suggest, and thus our figures might best be vieagea lower bound.



Thirty-seven percent of the 467 children who ertehe program before their
sixth birthday were ever enrolled in a CPS admaned pre-K or Head Start program.
However, enroliment ranged from a 13 percent anabiiigren who were less than 1 year
old at program entry to a high of 60 percent amcmigiren who were 5 years old.

Table 23. Pre-K or Head Start Enroliment by June P07 among Children
Younger than 6 Years Old at Program Entry by Entry Age (N = 467)
# Ever enrolled in CPS % Ever enrolled in CPS

Age atentry in years N Head Start or state pre-K Head Start or state pre-K

Less than 1 year old 61 8 13.1
1 year old 76 24 31.6
2 years old 83 23 27.7
3 years old 88 30 34.1
4 years old 85 42 49.4
5 years old 74 44 59.5
Total 467 171 36.6

We also looked at the timing of children’s pre-KHead Start enroliment relative
to their Family Regeneration program participati@f.the children who had ever been
enrolled in CPS pre-K or Head Start, 42 percenevegrrolled while they were in the
program, and just over half had been enrolled leeémtering. However, these
percentages varied by age at program entry.

Table 24. Timing of Pre-K or Head Start Enrollmentby Age at Program Entry (N = 171)
Age at program entry in years

<1 1 2 3 4 5 Total
N 8 24 23 30 42 44 171
Ever enrolled prior to entry 0.0 0.0 4.4  43.3 73.897.7 51.5
Last enrolled prior to entry 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 95 .9%5 193
Enrolled at entry 0.0 0.0 44 433 31.0 205 211
Ever enrolled after entry 100 100 100 86.7 59.5 9.164.3
First enrolled after entry 100 100 95.7 56.7 26.2 .3 2 485

Ever enrolled while in the program 375 417 47.83.37 429 18.2 42.1
First enrolled while in the program 375 417 43.510.0 19.1 0.0 25.1

Enrollment, Attendance, and Academic Performance irHigh School

Of the 952 children for whom we found school res2l7 percent were ever enrolled in
a CPS high school (i.e., grades 9 through 12).rlixe# of these children were still
enrolled in CPS at program entry, but less thahdfathildren who were still enrolled

were already in high school—primarily grades 9 a@dAnother quarter began high
school while they were in the program.



Table 25. High School Enrollment

No. %
Ever enrolled in CPS high scho®l € 952) 255 26.8
Still enrolled in CPS at program entify £ 255) 238 93.3
Enrolled in high school at program ently £ 238) 109 458
9 57 523
10 33 303
11 15 13.8
12 4 3.7
Ever enrolled in high school while in the progra¥H 238) 168 70.6
First enrolled in high school while in the progréis= 238) 59 248
First enrolled in high school after exiting the gram (N = 238) 70 294

We examined school attendance and academic perfieer@nong the 223
children who were continuously enrolled in CPS befand after program entfS.
Unfortunately, the number of children for whom waalthigh school data grew
progressively smaller moving from the fall semestiegrade 9l = 153) to the spring
semester of grade 1R € 19)*° Regardless of the grade or the semester, we mere
likely to have data for semesters that overlappitld program participation than for
semesters that ended before entry or that beganexd.

Table 26. Number of Children with High School Dateby Grade, Semester, and TimingN = 223)

Grade 9 Grade 10 Grade 11 Grade 12
Timing of semester Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall  Spring
Semester ended before 50 59 20 19 4 4 0 0
program entry
Semester overlapped with 62 45 39 27 25 12 12
program participation
Semester b_egan after 34 32 21 19 15 8 8 7
program exit
Total 153 146 86 77 44 37 20 19

When we examined school attendance by semestegradd, we found that, with
the exception of a difficult-to-explain spike dugispring semester of ninth grade, the
mean number of days absent ranged from 12 to MenGhat there are only 180 days in
the CPS school year, these children missed a &ignifamount of schodf. Children
were generally absent the least number of daysgsemesters that ended before they
entered the program and the most number of daysglsemesters that began after they
exited the program, but that was not always the.cas

2 Data for these analyses were from the high sdnaobcript file.
29 Children can be represented more than once ibwed records for multiple grades and semesters.
% Individual student-level attendance data is nailatble for children in grades K though 8.



Table 27. Mean Number of Absences per Semester Byade, Semester, and TimingN = 223)

Grade 9 Grade 10 Grade 11 Grade 12
Timing of semester Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring
N 153 146 86 77 44 37 20 19

Semester ended before 1, ¢ 199 198 118 9.5 12.9 — —
program entry

Semester overlapped
with program 14.9 20.9 14.4 15.5 12.3 12.8 15.0 11.8
participation

Semester began after
program exit 17.8 22.9 17.0 16.9 17.3 11.8 9.6 13.4

Total 14.5 20.7 14.2 14.9 13.5 12.6 13.0 12.4

We used course grades for major academic subjextsnjath, English, science,
social studies, and foreign language) to computd'&fr each grade and semester.
The grades were, on average, relatively low. Meanged from 1.2 (~ D+) for the
spring semester of ninth grade to 2.3 (~C+) forgheng semester of twelfth grade.
Mean GPA'’s were usually lowest during semesterstibgan after the children exited
the program and highest during semesters that dmefede they entered. The two most
notable exceptions—GPA'’s for the fall and springnssters of grade 12—could simply
be a reflection of the small sample size.

Table 28. Mean GPA by Grade, Semester, and TimingN = 223)

Grade 9 Grade 10 Grade 11 Grade 12
Timing of semester Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring
N 153 146 86 77 44 37 20 19

Semester ended before ;o 4 45 167 164 255 235 — —
program entry

Semester overlapped
with program 1.38 1.16 1.53 1.67 1.89 1.88 1.88 2.31
participation

Semester beganafter ., 105 121 121 1.07 185 233 236
program exit

Total 1.34 1.23 1.49 1.55 1.71 1.93 2.05 2.33

A majority of these 223 children were still enrdllm a CPS high school as of
June 2007. Another 14 percent had dropped outl@mercent had graduated or earned
their GED. A more disconcerting picture emergesgdaffocus on the 101 children who
were already enrolled in high school when theiltehetay began: 46 percent of the
children who were in tenth grade and 41 percetit@thildren who were in eleventh
grade at program entry (?) had dropped out.

31 We assigned the following values: A=4,B=<3:2, D=1, and F=0.



Table 29. Status of High School Students as of Jer2007
by Grade at Program Entry (N = 223)

Grade at Still High school _
entry enrolled diploma or GED Dropped out  Othér Missing
3 2 0.9 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
4 3 1.3 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
5 9 4.0 6.3 0.0 0.0 2.8
6 31 13.9 22.7 0.0 3.2 2.8
7 35 15.7 234 4.5 3.2 8.3
8 36 16.1 17.2 4.5 12.9 25.0
9 52 23.3 16.4 22.7 54.8 25.0
10 32 14.3 7.8 45.5 19.4 16.7
11 13 5.8 1.6 40.9 6.5 0.0
12 4 1.8 0.8 9.1 0.0 2.8
Total % 57.4 9.9 13.9 16.1 2.7
Total 223 128 22 31 36 6

@0ther includes children who transferred to a scloatside of CPS, children who were institutionadize
and children who were (omission?).

School Characteristics

In addition to looking at the experiences of théividual homeless children in our study,
we also examined the characteristics of the schoaidich they were enrolled. More
specifically, we compared the schools in which tiveye enrolled when they entered the
Family Regeneration program, or in the case otlchil who entered during the summer,
the school in which they were enrolled at the sththe next school year, with the
schools in which the “average” Chicago Public Sdisbadent was enrolled.

We focused on a number of dimensions for which stlevel data were readily
available, including demographic characteristittgr@mlance, mobility, and in the case of
high schools, graduation and dropout rates. Weutakd two means for each dimension
and school year (i.e., 2002-2003, 2003-2004, 2@®62and 2005-2006)—one for the
homeless children in our study and one for theela@fPS population. Homeless children
were only included in the mean for the school yearhich they entered the program, or
in the mean for the following school year if theytered during the summer. We
calculated means for the “average” CPS studentdighting the value for each school
by its total enrollment. Means were computed sEpdy for elementary and high
schools*?

We began by comparing the demographic characteristithe elementary
schools in which the homeless children were ermoMléh the demographic
characteristics of all the elementary schools. Jdt®ols in which the homeless children

32 School-level data were not posted on the CPS weefisi the 2006-2007 school year. See
http://research.cps.k12.il.us/cps/accountweb/Resfuivnload.html



were enrolled usually had a higher percentage o€&h American students, a lower
percentage of Hispanic (or limited-English-speakstgidents, and a higher percentage of
low-income students.

Table 30. Demographic Characteristics of Elementar Schools:
Homeless Children Compared with All Students

Year % African American % Hispanic % Limited English 26w income
Homeless All Homeless All Homeless All Homeless All
children’s  students’ children’s students’ children’'s students’ children’s students’

schools schools schools schools schools schools schools schools

2002-2003 73.0 50.6 19.0 37.3 7.9 16.7 88.4 85.8

2003-2004 80.4 50.1 15.8 38.2 7.0 16.1 90.4 86.2

2004-2005 92.2 49.6 4.8 39.0 1.8 16.1 90.7 86.6

2005-2006 85.1 48.4 12.8 38.5 4.2 15.8 94.6 87.2

A similar pattern was evident at the high schoe¢le Homeless high school
students were enrolled in schools with a highecgatiage of African American students,
a lower percentage of Hispanic (and limited-EngBgpleaking) students, and a higher
percentage of low-income students (with the exoeptif 2005) than CPS high school
students generally.

Table 31. Demographic Characteristics of High Schools: Homelbs Children Compared with All Students
Year % African American % Hispanic % Limited English % Low Income
Homeless All Homeless All Homeless All Homeless All

children’s students’ shildren’s students’ children’s students’ children’s students’

schools  schools schools schools schools schools schools schools

2002-2003 74.8 51.4 22.8 33.8 3.0 6.2 89.7 80.3
2003-2004 77.9 50.4 16.4 34.8 4.0 5.9 91.5 81.3
2004-2005 81.2 49.9 17.1 354 3.5 6.0 93.1 81.0
2005-2006 64.5 48.7 17.0 35.3 3.2 5.7 79.1 81.2

Although the differences in attendance and schaxddility were not large at the
elementary school level, average daily attendaralower in the homeless children’s
elementary schools compared with elementary sclin@gall. The elementary schools
in which the homeless children were enrolled aksd higher mobility rates.

Table 32 Elementary School Attendance and Mobility:
Homeless Children Compared with All Students

Year Average daily attendance Mobility rate
Homeless All students’ Homeless All students’
children’s schools schools children’s schools schools
2002-2003 90.4 93.6 33.0 26.9
2003-2004 91.0 93.9 35.4 24.7
2004-2005 90.0 93.7 35.8 24.1
2005-2006 92.9 94.0 37.3 23.7

The picture was similar at the high school levehwespect to school mobility.
The high schools in which the homeless childrerevegrolled had higher mobility rates,
particularly in 2002-2003. Although differencesaittendance were relatively small in
2002-2003 and 2003-2004, homeless children werdledrin high schools with lower



average daily attendance in 2004-2005 and partigula2005-2006 than CPS high
school students generally.

Table 33 High School Attendance and Mobility:
Homeless Children Compared with All Students

Year Average daily attendance Mobility rate
Homeless All students’ Homeless All students’
children’s schools schools children’s schools schools
2002-2003 84.0 86.8 68.0 30.8
2003-2004 85.0 86.8 31.6 26.4
2004-2005 80.8 86.4 41.2 24.9
2005-2006 67.4 86.2 30.2 26.7

We also compared high school graduation and drobes. In three of the four
years for which we had data, the high schools ircivthe homeless children were
enrolled had lower graduation and higher dropotgsréhan high schools overall.
However, some of these differences were not vegela

Table 34. High School Graduation and Dropout Rates:
Homeless Children Compared with All Students

Year Graduation rate Dropout rate
Homeless All students’ Homeless All students’
children’s schools schools children’s schools schools
2002-2003 55.4 66.7 17.5 14.0
2003-2004 63.2 70.6 14.6 12.8
2004-2005 74.0 73.1 12.5 11.0
2005-2006 51.7 73.8 7.5 9.6

Finally, we looked at all of the schools in whittethomeless children in our
study were ever enrolled to find out whether thagt Bver been enrolled in a magnet,
charter, or selective enrollment school. Enrolliiarthese schools was atypical. Only 6
percent of these children had ever been enrollednmagnet, charter, or selective
enrollment school, and magnet elementary schoalsumted for nearly all of this
enrolliment.

Table 35. Enrollment in Charter, Magnet, and Selettve Enrollment Schools

No. | %
Ever enrolled in a charter, magnet, or selectivelement school = 952) 58] 6.1
Ever enrolled in a charter school 13
Ever enrolled in a magnet school 45
Ever enrolled in a selective enrollment school 2
Ever enrolled in a charter or magnet elementarpaithN = 943) 55 | 5.8
Ever enrolled in a charter elementary school 13
Ever enrolled in a magnet elementary school 44
Ever enrolled in a charter, magnet, or selectivelenent high schoolN = 255) 3| 1.2
Ever enrolled in a charter high school 0
Ever enrolled in a magnet high school 1
Ever enrolled in a selective enrollment high school 2




‘ ®Two children were enrolled in both charter and neagriementary schools. ‘ ‘

Nearly two-thirds of the children who had ever bearolled in a magnet, charter,
or selective enrollment school had been enrolletiah school before their shelter stay
began. Just one-third were enrolled in that scdaahg their shelter stay.

Table 36. Timing of Charter, Magnet, and Selectiv&chool Enroliment Relative to
Program Patrticipation (N = 58)

No. %
Ever enrolled before entering the program 37 63.8
Ever enrolled while participating in the program 91 32.8
Ever enrolled after exiting the program 14 24.1

Discussion

Several conclusions can be drawn from the res@ibsioanalyses. First, consistent with
prior research (Institute for Children and PoveP)03; U.S. Department of Education,
2000), the homeless children in our study had egpeed a considerable amount of
school mobility. On average, they had changeddsH?2 times, although the number
of school changes ranged from a low of 0.6 to & bigs.3 depending on the number of
years they had been enrolled.

Even more disconcerting was the frequency with tiiese school changes
occurred during the school year. Mid-year chang#s;h tend to be especially disruptive
to education, accounted for more than one-thirthefschool changes these children
experienced. In fact, 60 percent had changed $&had-year at least once.

Equally striking was the amount of school mobititese children had already
experienced by the time they entered the FamilyeRexation program. Three-quarters
of the children had changed schools at least amemore than one-third had changed
schools three times or more. This probably refldutsfact that the Family Regeneration
program specifically targets chronically and/orsegiically homeless families;
homelessness was probably not a new experiencedstr of these children. Either their
families had been homeless before, or they had heswless for quite a while before
entering the program.

Second, again consistent with what other reseasdfare found, many of these
children were struggling academically. This waslemt when we looked at grade
retention. One-third of the children had beeninethat least once before entering the
program, and more than one-quarter of the retathédren had been held back
repeatedly. Retention rates remained high aftegnam entry, when nearly one-quarter
of these children were held back.

Academic difficulties were also evident when werakged performance on the
lowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS). Over a five-ygaeriod, the proportion of children in
grades 3 through 8 who scored at or above the médi@ading or math never rose



above one-third. Their performance on the lllinBiandards Achievement Test (ISAT)
was somewhat less discouraging. Indeed, theraw@mificant net gain in the
percentage of children meeting or exceeding reaalimgmath standards over time.
However, the comparatively large increase that wedubetween the last two school
years for which we had data can be attributectastlin part, to a number of changes in
the test and how it was scored. Notwithstandimgy fbrogress, the children in our study
were still less likely to have met or exceededdaads than CPS students generally.

As alarming as the low standardized test scoréseothildren in grades 3 through
8 were the course grades of the children in gr@désugh 12. Mean GPA ranged from
a low of 1.2 (~ D+) to a high of 2.3 (~C+) betweaba fall of grade 9 and the spring of
grade 12. Although we should be cautious abowidigaconclusions because the
eleventh and twelfth grade sample sizes were sdl, smeaare concerned about how
poorly these children were performing in high sdhbecause low grades are associated
with an increased risk of dropping out (AllenswogtlEaston, 2007; Roderick &
Camburn, 1999). Some of these children had alrdaatyped out before entering the
program, and others dropped out after program entry

Another of our more striking findings was that 22gent of these homeless
children were identified as having special educatieeds. Although that percentage
varied greatly depending on the grade that thegwewhen they entered the program, it
was consistently higher than the frequency of sg@ducation needs among all CPS
students. How much these special education neeglst imave contributed to their
academic difficulties is a question we did not addr

Overall, 37 percent of the homeless children wherew the program before age
six were ever enrolled in CPS pre-K or Head Staihis figure was as high as 60 percent
among children who were five years old; in additipre-K and Head Start enrollment
may have been considerably higher because thieefidmes not include Head Start
programs not administered by CPS.

When we shifted our focus from the experiencesdividual homeless children
to the schools in which they were enrolled, we tbamumber of differences between
those schools and CPS schools generally. On aeitagyschools in which the homeless
children were enrolled had a higher percentagefoé#n American students, a lower
percentage of Hispanic (or limited-English-speakstgidents, and a higher percentage of
low-income students. This was true at both the efgary and high school level.
Although the differences were not large, the schaolvhich the homeless children were
enrolled tended to have more problems with attecelamd mobility. In addition, in
some years, students were somewhat less likelsattugte from and more likely to drop
out of the high schools in which the homeless chiidvere enrolled.

Finally, very few of the homeless children wereegatol take advantage of
opportunities to attend schools other than neigidima schools. Only 6 percent had ever
been enrolled in a magnet, charter, or selectigh kchool, and most of these children
had been enrolled in magnet elementary schools.






Limitations

Although our analyses answered a number of impbgaestions about the educational
experiences of this particular group of homelesklidm, other equally important
guestions could not be addressed because of datations. Perhaps the most
significant limitation was that the data we recdi®m Inner Voice contained no
information about prior episodes of homelessnesshan a current episode of
homelessness began. Without this information, weewinable to examine how the
school changes these children experienced werteddia the beginning or end of
episodes of homelessness.

Because the Family Regeneration program specifitalgets chronically or
episodically homeless families, it is quite likehat many of the school changes these
children had experienced before their shelter s&man were associated with prior
homeless spells or episodes of living doubled upchvis considered homelessness
under McKinney-Vento. This might explain why sonyaf these children had changed
schools several times before their families enténedprogram. However, without
specific beginning and end dates of spells of heswless, it is impossible to draw any
conclusions about the causal relationship betweanelessness and school mobifity.

Not knowing when the families in our study becaroenbless also precluded us
from examining whether homeless children who renratheir school of origin—that is,
the school they were in before becoming homelesseHatter than homeless children
who move to a different school. We could not idgreach child’s school of origin
without information about when their homeless spetian. For similar reasons, we
could not examine whether becoming homeless leg@dps in school enroliment.
Although we could identify periods during which Iiclhen were not enrolled in CPS, we
could not look at the overlap between these perodisepisodes of homelessness.

Another limitation of the data we received froméniVoice was the lack of any
information about the reasons families left thegpam. Presumably, most of these
families became housed, but some may have leftrdege auspicious circumstances.
More importantly, we have no information about whappened to families after they
left. Did they remain stably housed or did thegdrmae homeless again? This
information is critical to understanding childreesperiences in school after the
conclusion of their shelter stay.

We could not answer a number of questions aboutdheentration of homeless
children and its effects, because the only homeletgdren we could identify were the
children in the Family Regeneration program. Mustably, we could not examine how
the concentration of homeless children varied acsoblools. For example, we could not
tell whether schools located near shelters hadtapiarly high concentration of
homeless children. Nor could we examine how virain the concentration of
homeless children across schools might be relatieer ¢o the performance of individual
homeless children or to the overall performancthefschool.

%3 Even with specific dates, other potential causesdcnot necessarily be ruled out.



That our study was limited to children in the FaniRlegeneration program also
raises concerns about generalizability. Our findingay have been quite different if we
had included children who could be considered hessebecause they were living
doubled up, or alternatively, children whose faesilreceived services for the homeless
from other program¥*

Policy and Program Implications

Despite these problems with external validity, msults have policy and practice
implications for educating homeless children. Tgibeavith, the number of school
changes these children had already experiencedefeir shelter stay began illustrates
why the McKinney-Vento emphasis on keeping childretheir school of origin is so
important. Although much progress has been maue $hat legislation was first
enacted, it appears that some barriers to keeppitdyen in their school of origin still
need to be removed.

Second, the pervasiveness of academic difficudtraeng the children in our
study highlights the need for shelters and othesis® providers that work with homeless
families to broaden their focus beyond helping per@achieve self-sufficiency.

Although this focus is essential if families arebecome stably housed, the educational
needs of homeless children cannot be ignored.&hkeibuld provide tutoring or
homework help after school and create a quiet spheee children can study. Or,
shelters might work with community-based progracmwhich school-aged children
could be routinely referred at the beginning ofrtisbelter stay. Opportunities for
remediation or academic enrichment could also beiged during the summer.

Third, the unusually high percentage of childrethvepecial education needs
among the families in our study raises particuaicerns. Schools must make a
concerted effort to identify homeless children wittividualized education plans (IEP’S)
when they first enroll, and monitor the implemeiatatof those IEP’s. At the same time,
care must be taken to differentiate the effectisomfielessness and school mobility on
school performance from learning or other disabsit

Fourth, a concerted effort must be made to edubatparents of homeless
children about different types of schools, inclgdaharter, magnet, and selective
enrollment schools. Although a parent may ultifyadiecide that the neighborhood
school is best for her children, this should bendormed choice.

Perhaps most importantly, the results of our catahe interviews point to a need
for much greater coordination between schools &ettess. The annual back-to- school
workshops notwithstanding, there was a feeling ajrtbe shelter staff we spoke with
that CPS needed to “reach out” more and that sh&tiéf’'s communication with the

34 of course, as has already been mentioned, sorhes¥# thildren may have been living doubled up
before their shelter stay began.



schools tended to be one-way. However, we alsadhbat shelter staff did not make
much effort to work with the schools. No matterandthe truth lies, far too many of the
children in our study seemed to be falling throtlggcracks, and unless the shelters and
schools do more to work together to address tlesds, this will continue to happen.

What is less clear from our findings is how sucheaated action might be
achieved. One possibility is for shelter stafhtove regular meetings with the CPS
homeless liaisons to discuss recurrent problenest@iy homeless children generally or,
in some cases, a specific homeless child. AlthdtERPA regulations could complicate
the latter effort, parents could be asked to sigelease of information during the intake
process to facilitate communication between sheti&f and schools.

Another option is to build upon what seemed to berssensus about the need for
more afterschool programs. To date, only a haraffahelters have taken advantage of
CPS'’s invitation to set up tutoring programs rurMd$TA volunteers. This would
require commitment of staff or other resources B\5@nd the shelters, but doing
nothing also has a cost.

Finally, meaningful participation of homeless pasein the education of their
children should be encouraged by shelter staffekas by the public schools. At a
minimum, parents must be fully informed about tledildren’s rights under state and
federal law. For this to happen, school princiald shelter directors have a
responsibility to educate members of their respecttaffs. Rather than only becoming
involved when problems occur, homeless shelterd teebe proactive. For example,
guestions about the educational needs of each bamehild should be a routine part of
the intake process, and shelter staff should madara of “checking in” with parents
about their children’s progress or concerns aldmeit thildren’s education throughout
their shelter stay. Likewise, teachers, principaisl other staff must reach out to engage
the parents of homeless children in their schagikeiad of waiting until a problem arises.
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